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ABSTRACT
FAMILY STRUCTURE AND ADOLESCENT DELINQUENCY: EXAMINING THE
INFLUENCE OF PARENTING AND EXTENDED FAMILY SUPPORT
by
Deirdre A. Boulter
University of New Hampshire, September, 2008
Research regarding family structure and delinquency often suggests that
adolescents from non-intact homes are associated with more delinquency than
adolescents from intact homes. The influence of parenting practices on the
above relationship is disputed among researchers. In addition few studies have
examined the influence of extended family support. Using data from the National
Youth Survey the present study examines parenting practices as a potential
mediator between family structure and delinquency. Extended family support is
also examined as a potential moderator between single mother families and
delinquency. Results suggest that family structure is associated with certain
types of delinquency. In addition parental involvement and monitoring may act as
mediators between single mother families and certain types of delinquency.
Finally, results suggest that extended family support may decrease the
association between single mother families and certain types of delinquency and
between African American adolescents and certain types of delinquency.

Vlll

CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

Adolescent delinquency is a problem that raises much concern in society
and is therefore a common topic of research by many scholars of several
different disciplines in the social science field. Adolescent engagement in violent
crimes became a greater concern in the 1990's due to increases in this type of
crime over the prior few decades. For example the 1994 FBI Uniform Crime
Reports indicated an increase of almost 75% in murders and nonnegligent
manslaughter committed by adolescents since 1985 (Group for the Advancement
of Psychiatry, Committee on Preventive Psychiatry, 1999). Since that time
adolescent delinquency rates have decreased and remained stable, however this
still remains a concern and a hot topic among social science researchers.
While the increase in adolescent engagement in violent crime was
certainly alarming, the majority of research conducted on adolescent delinquency
focuses on less serious acts of delinquency and also status offenses. This
appears to be due to the fact that the prevalence of nonviolent acts of
delinquency is much higher than that of violent crimes. However this is not to say
that if certain factors are determined through research to play a role in whether or
not a juvenile engages in delinquent behaviors, that these same factors will not
have an effect on adolescent engagement in violent crimes. Hirschi and
Gottfredson's (1994) theory regarding the generality of deviance is the premise
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behind this idea. This theory states that there is a common factor or trait that is
the underlying reason an individual engages in any type of deviance. Therefore if
research reveals certain risk factors for juvenile delinquency, and protective
factors are identified to counteract these risk factors, these protective factors may
also be effective for juveniles at risk for engaging in violent crime.
It is easy to understand why adolescent delinquency in general is widely
researched. This is partly as a result of the increase in it's prevalence in the
1990's, which brought this problem to the forefront of research and despite the
decrease in prevalence after this peak; it still remains a hot topic to be studied.
Many researchers also believe that it is a predictor of future engagement in
crime. Another compelling reason is that there is a sense that juveniles who
engage in delinquent acts may be more responsive to rehabilitative efforts than
are adult offenders. (Redding, 2000). It is these reasons which lead researchers
to look for "causes" or predictors of delinquency. Many researchers have turned
their attention to variables that assess family structure and parenting practices to
determine the influence of these factors on adolescent delinquency. In addition,
researchers also examine gender, race/ethnicity, social class, peer influences,
family income, parents' level of education, household size, and non-resident
parent involvement. This thesis strives to address several of these variables,
with a particular focus on a variable which has not been as widely researched as
others: extended family living within the household and its variation by race.
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Family Structure
Over the past few decades, there have been significant changes in the
typical family structure in which children are raised. There is considerable
variation in the family structure that children may experience (Bumpass & Lu,
2000; Demuth & Brown, 2004; McLanahan & Sandefur, 1994; Wu, 2996).
Reasons for this variation include increases in the divorce rate, remarriages
leading to stepfamilies, and also increases in cohabitation resulting in children
born out of wedlock (Demuth & Brown, 2004). More than one half of children will
spend some time in a single-parent family (McLanahan & Sandefur, 1994). In
addition, most children of divorced parents will experience the remarriage of at
least one of their parents (Bumpass & Lu, 2000). Wu (1996) states that most
children are expected to experience multiple family transitions throughout their
childhood, and this may be detrimental to the well-being of the children involved
in these transitions.
The concern about the possible detrimental effects of family structure
changes on children has led many researchers to empirically test the effects of
family structure on delinquency. Many early studies in this area tend to lump all
family structures that varied from the "normal" two-parent biological families into
one category of "broken homes," and then compared that category to intact
families to determine the effects of family structure on delinquency (Demuth &
Brown, 2004). Earlier studies do not show much support for higher rates of
delinquency in broken homes (Shaw & McKay, 1932; Nye, 1958). Later research
in the 1980s and 1990s consistently demonstrates that children engage in higher
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rates of delinquency if they come from a broken home (Gove & Crutchfield, 1982;
Lamborn, Mounts, Steinberg, & Dornbusch, 1991; Miller, McCoy, Olson, &
Wallace, 1986; Rankin & Kern, 1994; Rollins & Thomas, 1979; Wells & Rankin,
1988).
More recent research focuses on more specific types of broken homes.
The following studies focused on single parent families versus two parent
families. Griffin, Botvin, Scheier, Diaz, and Miller (2000) find that children from
single-parent homes tend to be associated with more problem behaviors than
children from intact-homes. Other studies reveal similar results (Cookston, 1999;
Demuth & Brown, 2004; Manning & Lamb, 2003; Touliatos & Lindholm, 1980).
Maskin and Brookins (1974) examined the same two types of family structure
and fluctuations in juvenile recidivism rates. The results suggest that recidivism
rates are the highest for adolescents in the natural parent group. These
contradictory results suggest that a broken home alone may not be a good
predictor of delinquency and recidivism rates. Maskin and Brookins' research
foreshadows what some of the most recent research reveals about the effects of
family structure when controlling for other variables. For example, there are
some factors of parenting that may have a mediating effect on family structure
variables, as will be addressed further in a discussion regarding parenting
practices.
Other research examines even more specific types of family structures to
include stepparents. Although it is an earlier study, Touliatos and Lindholm
(1980) analyzed the effects of three different types of family structure: natural
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parents, single-parents, or stepparents. Results reveal that children from single
mother homes exhibit more problems on all of the behavior checklist variables
(conduct problems, personality problems, inadequacy-immaturity, socialized
delinquency, and psychotic signs) than children from intact homes. Children
from single father homes display more significant problems in socialized
delinquency than children in intact homes. Children living with their biological
mother and a stepfather exhibit more conduct problems and socialized
delinquency than children from intact families. Children living with their biological
father and a stepmother display significantly more conduct problems than
children from intact families. Overall, children from intact families display the
least amount of behavior problems.
Most recently more researchers also include cohabitation in families as
another type of family structure in addition to single-parent, natural parents, and
stepparents. (Cookston, 1999; Manning & Lamb, 2003; Dunifon & KowaleskiJones, 2002; Touliatos & Lindholm, 1980). Manning and Lamb (2003) examined
the effects of differing family structures including two biological parents, single
mother, mother and stepfather (married), and mother and stepfather (cohabiting)
on adolescent well-being. The measure of adolescent well-being included
delinquent acts committed by the adolescent and the adolescent's academic
achievement. The results reveal that adolescents living with both biological
parents tend to have a higher well-being than adolescents in the other types of
family structures (single mother, cohabiting-stepfather, and married-stepfather
families). In addition, adolescents living in married-stepfather families were
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sometimes better off than adolescents living in cohabiting-stepfather families.
There was no significant difference between single mother families and
cohabiting-stepfather families, and therefore it appears that adolescents living
with unmarried mothers do not appear to benefit from the presence of the
cohabiting-stepfather. (Manning and Lamb, 2003)
Single father families, although the most rapidly increasing type of family
structure, remain the least-studied variation in family structure, most likely due to
a lack of data on adolescents from this type of family structure (Demuth & Brown,
2004). A few studies have incorporated this family structure into their research
(Cookston, 1999; Demuth & Brown, 2004; Hoffman & Johnson, 1998; Touliatos &
Lindholm, 1980). Of the few studies that examine the family structure of single
father families versus other family structures, results tend to reveal the highest
rates of delinquency for adolescents living in single father homes, as compared
to adolescents living in single mother homes, those living with stepparents, and
adolescents from intact homes (Cookston, 1999; Demuth & Brown, 2004).
Although single father families tend to result in higher rates of juvenile
delinquency, this is not to say that fathers do not play an important role in
preventing juvenile delinquency. Research by Bronte-Tinkew, Moore, and
Carrano (2006) suggests that a positive father-child relationship is associated
with a reduced risk of juvenile delinquency. The positive influence is stronger for
males than for female juveniles.
Family structures tend to differ across racial boundaries. In particular
African American family structures often veer further away from the intact family
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structure type, when compared to the family structures of white families. It is
estimated that 70% of African American births are to unmarried women, and
approximately 1 in every 5 African American children lives with extended family
members in their household (Simons, Chen, Simons, Brody, & Cutrona, 2006).
For this reason it is important to include adolescents living within an extended
family environment as a family structure variable when studying the effects of
family structure on adolescent delinquency, particularly when examining the
African American population.
Simons et al. (2006) analyzed conduct problems in African American
adolescents to determine the effect of 5 different family structures: married
biological parents, mother married to stepfather, mother/grandmother,
mother/other relative, and single mother families. Results suggest that the mere
presence of a secondary caregiver creates more positive outcomes for the child.
In particular, grandmothers and other relatives are an effective substitute when
fathers are not present. An exception to the benefit of a secondary caregiver is
the mother/stepfather family structure. Adolescents in this family structure display
higher rates of conduct problems when compared to the other two-adult family
structures. This suggests that the relationship to the secondary caregiver is also
important. (Simons et al., 2006) This research lends support to the idea that
other types of family structures may not be inferior to the nuclear or intact family
that is often suggested to be the most beneficial for children. Cain and CombsOrme (2005) agree that the intact family structure is not necessarily a more
positive environment than other family configurations, particularly for African
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American children. They argue that family structure is not as much of a factor in
juvenile delinquency as are the other stressors, such as poverty, that African
American families face. They support the idea that having an extended network,
not necessarily an intact family, will help alleviate these other stressors.
Family Structure and Parenting Practices
Due to some conflicting results about the effects of family structure on
adolescent delinquency, many researchers began to examine other factors in
addition to family structure. Several researchers examine the effects of family
structure while controlling for parenting variables, such as supervision,
monitoring, warmth, and parental control. Cookston (1999) examined family
structure and parental supervision in relation to adolescent problem behaviors.
This research reveals that single parent homes are associated with lower
parental supervision than intact-families and delinquency rates are the lowest in
high supervision settings. The results reveal that adolescents from intact-families
engage in less problem behaviors than those from single-parent families. Single
father families in particular tend to be associated with lower supervision of
adolescents than single mother families, and lower supervision as previously
stated is associated with an increase in problem behaviors for the adolescent.
For males, high supervision decreases problem behavior better than medium or
low supervision, whereas for females medium levels of supervision are sufficient
to reduce problem behaviors.
This study did not control for the duration of single-parent status, which
may confound the results. If parents were recently separated, this disruption may

8

be the cause of the problem behavior, rather than the family structure leading to
lower supervision. (Cookston, 1999) However, the preliminary results of this
study reveal a possible interaction between family structure and parental
supervision in predicting adolescent engagement in delinquency.
Dunifon and Kowaleski-Jones (2002) suggest that parenting practices are
not supported as mediators between family structure and adolescent outcomes;
however when controlling for racial effects, maternal warmth and parental control
are associated with a decrease in delinquency for African American adolescents,
but not for white adolescents. Several studies that examine the interaction of
family structure and parenting practices reveal that when controlling for these
parenting variables, the effects of family structure are often no longer significant
or are somewhat mediated by the effects of parenting (Demuth & Brown, 2004;
Loeber et al., 2000; McArdle et al., 2002).
Loeber et al. (2000) examined parenting practices in relation to singleparent families and two-parent families. The results reveal that adolescents from
single-parent families report higher levels of physical punishment, poorer
parental supervision, higher rates of poor communication, less positive parenting,
and poorer relationships with parents than adolescents from two-parent families.
This determination that there appears to be a link between specific parenting
practices and certain family structures leads to research to determine if it is these
parenting behaviors that are leading to delinquency rather than the family
structure itself.
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Research by McArdle et al. (2002) reveals that family structure and
qualitative aspects of family life (parenting practices) both appear to have some
significant effects on adolescent engagement in delinquent behaviors, with
positive parenting practices exhibiting more of a protective effect against
delinquency than stable family structure. On the opposing end, Heck and Walsh
(2000) examined the effects of maltreatment by parents on juvenile delinquency.
Their results suggest that maltreatment of children was a predictor of juvenile
delinquency, even when controlling for family structure and other demographics,
such as socioeconomic status, and family size. This finding encourages the
further study of parenting practices.
Bronte-Tinkew et al. (2006) examined the father-child relationship and
father's parenting style with regards to adolescent delinquency and there are two
interesting findings supporting the argument that parenting practices may alter
the effect that family structure has on a juvenile's behavior. First, fathers who
practice an authoritarian parenting style (i.e. "strict and not very or somewhat
supportive") show an increased chance that their child would engage in risky
behaviors as compared to fathers who practice authoritative parenting (i.e. "strict
and very supportive"). Secondly, the results also reveal an interaction effect
between parenting styles and the father-child relationship. When an authoritarian
parenting style is paired with a positive father-child relationship, the negative
effects of parenting style are reduced. This lends more support to the
importance of parent-child relationships as a factor in juvenile delinquency, as
the parent-child relationship exhibited mediating effects on family structure in a
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previously mentioned study (Simons et al., 2006) and now on parenting practices
as well. Videon (2002) also argues that the parent-child relationship and
parenting practices must be included in research on juvenile delinquency in
addition to family structure. Her research focuses on parental separation and
non-resident parent involvement.
Demuth and Brown (2004) examined the effects of parental absence
versus parental gender on delinquency in adolescents. Family processes, often
referred to as parenting practices, are also examined. When controlling for these
parenting variables (parental supervision, monitoring, and closeness), parental
absence is not a statistically significant predictor of adolescent delinquency. The
results also reveal that the gender of the single-parent is not significant after
controlling for parenting variables. (Demuth & Brown, 2004) The findings of this
study have important implications for future research. It may be the case that
family structure influences parenting practices or family processes, which in turn
have a direct effect on adolescent delinquency, rather than family structure
exhibiting direct effects on delinquency. As more research is performed
concerning both of these factors, it becomes clearer that they are both important
factors. The directionality of these effects is still unclear, however, and there are
also other factors that may be involved. For example, additional research reveals
that there are other positive influences in adolescents' lives which mediate the
effects of family structure and parenting practices (Oman, Vesely, & Aspy, 2005).
These other variables will not be addressed in this thesis however.
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Robertson (1999) examined yet another area of parenting that has effects
on juveniles engaging in delinquency, regardless of family structure. This
research reveals that a lack of shared leisure activities between male juveniles
and their parents, a lack of a sense of attachment with parents, and a lack of
parental interest in their son's activities, often lead to the child's increased
involvement in delinquent acts for the purpose of leisure.

Adolescent Characteristics
Research on family structure, parenting and delinquency often considers
the effects of other variables, such as the gender and race or ethnicity of the
adolescent. Touliatos and Lindholm (1980) analyzed the effects of gender and
family structure on delinquency. The family structures studied included single
mother, single father, mother and stepfather, father and stepmother, and intact
families. This research reveals a significant interaction effect between gender
and family structure only when the family structure consisted of a father and a
stepmother and not with any of the other family structures. Adolescent males
living with a biological father and a stepmother exhibit more problem behaviors
than adolescent females living in the same type of family structure. The results of
this study are rare in that the majority of studies report gender effects for
delinquency. Most studies reveal a higher rate of delinquency in adolescent
males as compared to adolescent females (Demuth & Brown, 2004; Griffin et al.,
2000; Thomas, Farrell, & Barnes, 1996).
Research regarding the effects of race and ethnicity on delinquency is
quite common in this field of study. Studies tend to show that minorities engage
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in higher levels of delinquency than whites (Demuth & Brown, 2004); however
when taking into account family structure effects this is not always the case.
Some studies indicate higher rates of delinquency by white adolescents in certain
family structures (Dunifon and Kowaleski-Jones, 2002; Thomas et al., 1996).
Research regarding minorities in the area of family structure and parenting
processes is an integral part in determining the effects of these factors on
delinquency, because the effects of family structure on minorities tend to differ
from the effects of family structure on whites. Dunifon and Kowaleski-Jones
(2002) addressed this issue. In studying delinquency and math achievement as
outcome variables, results reveal that European American children from singleparent families, as opposed to intact families, are associated with higher rates of
delinquency and lower math achievement scores. African American children
from single-parent families do not exhibit significant differences on these
measures from adolescents in married-couple families. Single parenthood may
have different implications for African American versus European American
families. This study also addressed cohabitation within family structures.
European American children from cohabiting families versus intact families are
associated with lower math achievement, whereas African American children
from cohabiting families are associated with higher math scores than those from
intact families. Cohabitation for African American children however is related to
higher rates of delinquency. This study supports the concept that adolescent
minorities have a different experience than white adolescents in differing family
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structures and indicates the importance of controlling for race when examining
the effects of family structure on delinquency.
Another important reason for taking race into account in delinquency
research is that the typical family structures of African American adolescents
differ from the typical family structures of white adolescents. African American
family structures include extended family members living in the household more
often than white family structures (Zimmerman, Salem, & Maton, 1995). Only a
few studies examine this aspect of family structure.
Zimmerman et al. (1995) observed only the behavior of African-American
adolescent males to achieve a deeper understanding of how their family structure
affects delinquency. The family structures studied include single mother families,
families with one biological parent and a stepparent, mother with extended
family, both biological parents, and extended family only. The results reveal that
adolescent males from single mother families did not differ from adolescents from
other family structures. Moreover, relationships outside the house play a central
role in the well-being of African-American adolescent males, as does the time
spent with fathers and emotional support from fathers. Single mother homes are
associated with more social support than other family structures, and may
indicate that these families are still receiving support from the father or another
source. Parental support may be more influential on the development of AfricanAmerican adolescents than family structure. For instance, the absence of the
*

father from the home does not necessarily indicate that they are absent
psychologically or physically from their child's lives. (Zimmerman et al., 1995)
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This study has important implications for the effects of family structure on African
American adolescents' involvement in delinquent acts, in that there may be other
variables that are more influential than family structure. Another important part of
this study is that it examined relationships with non-resident fathers, which is rare
in studies of white adolescents and may have important implications for future
research.
Another factor may be essential in explaining why African Americans
adolescents from single mother homes do not exhibit higher rates of delinquency
than adolescents in other family structures. Simons et al. (2006) and Cain &
Orme (2005) both find through their research that the quality of an African
American mother's parenting does not appear to change with different family
structures and tends to be better than the parenting quality of secondary
caregivers, with exception to biological fathers.
Thomas et al. (1996) examined the interaction effects of race, gender, and
family structure and also analyzed the presence of a non-resident father
relationship. It appears that the negative effects of family structure are
concentrated among male adolescents, and are influenced by race and father
involvement. The most negative outcomes are associated with white male
adolescents from single mother families with no father involvement. White males
living in single mother families with father involvement are not significantly
different than white males living in two-parent homes. Black males from single
mother families without father involvement are not significantly different from
black males living with both biological parents. The worst outcomes for black
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male adolescents occur when the nonresident father stayed involved with the
child living in a single-parent family. This may be explained by a poor relationship
with the father as described by Videon (2002). However it is also important to
note that the outcomes for black males in this situation do not differ from the
outcomes of white males in this situation. (Thomas et al., 1996). This study is
important for two reasons: first it is consistent with other studies in that it also
shows differences in the effects of family structure on adolescents with different
racial backgrounds; and it examined the effects of father involvement for white
adolescents and black adolescents.
Protective Factors and Preventive Measures
Researchers agree that there are certain protective factors that enable
adolescents to avoid engaging in delinquency despite the effects of risk factors
such as variations in family structure and family transitions. Griffin et al. (2000)
argue that parental monitoring (i.e. knowledge of their child's whereabouts, peer
network and activities, etc.) of children appears to be the strongest protective
factor for children and research has shown that it remains consistent across
gender, race, ethnicity, and location. Their research also reveals some support
that parenting practices may have the strongest protective effect among youth at
the highest risk (i.e. adolescent males from single parent families). This means
that adolescents who experience considerable risk factors due to family structure
may not engage in delinquency if the parenting practices they are exposed to are
positive enough for the adolescents to achieve resiliency (Griffin et al., 2000).
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Thornberry, Smith, Rivera, Huizinga, and Stouthamer-Loeber (1999)
suggest a few protective factors that may merit more research. First they
suggest that extended family members may step in as a result of family
disruption and become more involved in the adolescent's life, providing a
nurturing relationship and other resources such as financial support. The effect
of this increased involvement by an extended family member may serve to
compensate for the impact of the family transition on the adolescent. Other
protective factors that may encourage resiliency in adolescents are academic
and social competence, and a structured school environment (Thornberry et al.,
1999). Other research suggests that marital adjustment, family solidarity, and
agreement have a protective effect, as these factors are highly related to the
successful treatment of delinquents (Maskin & Brookins, 1974).
Some researchers and scholars suggest preventive measures for
adolescent delinquency resulting from family structure and parenting practices.
Maskin and Brookins (1974) suggest that therapeutic approaches should
concentrate on the parents and family in addition to the offender. The Group for
the Advancement of Psychiatry, Committee on Preventive Psychiatry (1999) calls
for action by clinical psychiatrists, specifically child and adolescent psychiatrists.
They state that individual clinical interventions are not successful on their own.
Although family and parent-based interventions exhibit more success, it is
necessary for psychiatrists to become involved in community intervention or
prevention efforts. Further research in the area of assessments for adolescents
is advisable as a means to learn how to provide better treatment for adolescents
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on the path to delinquency. Thomberry et al. (1999) also call for further research
in the area of assessment, screening, and treatment needs for adolescents atrisk for delinquency.
Current Study and Hypotheses
Further research is necessary to determine the influence of family
structure, parenting practices, and their interaction on delinquency in
adolescents. Several factors must be addressed in future research. First it is
evident from the previous research that family structure most likely has an
indirect effect on delinquency, rather than a direct effect, as many studies have
shown that parenting practices mediate the effects of family structure on
delinquency. This relationship must be examined more closely and therefore it is
necessary for research in this area to include measures of family structure and
parenting practices. A second consideration is that since there is much variation
in family structures today, the variety of different types of family structures must
be accounted for in future research as well. Finally, there appear to be
differences in the effects for male adolescents versus female adolescents, and
for adolescents of differing racial and ethnic backgrounds, and therefore future
research must consider these factors.
The three points stressed above lay the foundation for the present
research. The current study seeks to provide further support for prior research in
the general areas of the influence of family structure and parenting practices on
adolescent delinquency. More importantly, this study focuses on another more
specific factor in relation to adolescent delinquency, which has not been
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researched as intensely as other factors: the influence of extended family living
within the household. In the few studies that include extended family as a family
structure type, there are significant differences in adolescent engagement in
delinquency, when compared to other family structures. The current study seeks
to replicate the results of other studies in an effort to establish the presence of
extended family members as an additional family structure type in research on
adolescent delinquency, especially with regard to race.
Three hypotheses are examined in the current study. The first hypothesis
is that family structure will be associated with adolescent engagement in
delinquent acts. Adolescents from non-intact families (families without both
biological parents) will exhibit higher rates of delinquency than adolescents from
intact families, with adolescents from single parent families demonstrating the
highest rates of delinquency. The second hypothesis is that parenting practices
will mediate the relationship between family structure and adolescent
delinquency. The third hypothesis is that, particularly for African Americans, the
presence of an extended family member(s) or a secondary caregiver in the
household will moderate the relationship between single mother families and
adolescent delinquency, such that the presence of another relative or adult will
decrease the association between single mother families and delinquency.
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CHAPTER II

METHOD

Data
The data for the current study is from the National Youth Survey (NYS)
(Elliott, Huizinga, & Ageton, 1985). Data from the first three waves (1976, 1977,
& 1978) is used. The NYS is a longitudinal study which used a national
probability sample consisting of 1,725 adolescents aged 11 through 17 years of
age during the first wave of the study.
Measures
During the initial interview for the first wave of the study, researchers
interviewed both the adolescent and one parent (or guardian). For the second
and third waves of the study, researchers only interviewed the adolescent. The
interviews took place between the months of January and March of 1977 (Wave
I), 1978 (Wave II), and 1979 (Wave III). Information obtained through these
interviews pertained to behavior during the year prior to the interview.
Dependent Variables
The dependent variables used in the current study come from the
adolescent participant's self-reported ratings of delinquent behavior that occurred
during the year prior to each interview. As part of the NYS, researchers asked
adolescents how often they were involved in a variety of delinquent activities.
Interviewers then scored these answers using a rating scale consisting of 9
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categories. I then divide the delinquent activities into 4 scales: crimes against
persons, property crimes, drug and alcohol offenses, and status offenses (See
Appendix A). I also create a total delinquency measure by combining the 4
specific scales. After running preliminary descriptive and frequency analyses I
decided to eliminate the 1977 delinquency data from this study due to a large
amount of missing data. Only delinquency measures from 1976 and 1978 are
used in this study. Table 1 outlines descriptive statistics for the dependent
variables.
Independent Variables
The independent variables used in the current study consist of
demographic information regarding the adolescent participant, family structure,
and parenting practices all taken from Wave I (1976) of the NYS.
Demographic Variables. The demographic control variables include age,
family income, gender, and race/ethnicity. Age is coded in years (ages 11 thru
17) based on the age of the adolescent participant during Wave I of the NYS.
Family income is coded on a scale of 1 to 10, with 1 representing an income of
$0 to $6,000. Categories 2 through 9 each include an income range of $4,000
(i.e. 2=$6,001 -$10,000, 3=$10,001-$14,000... 9=$34,001-$38,000). Category 10
represents an income of $38,001 or more. Gender is coded using "0" for females,
and " 1 " for males. Since one of the hypotheses of the current study focuses on
African American adolescents, race/ethnicity is coded using " 1 " for African
Americans and "0" for all other races.
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Table 1.

Descriptive Statistics.
Variable

Delinquency Rates
1976

£L

Mean

S.D.

Min

Max

Person
Property
Drug/Alcohol
Status
Total Delinquency

1725
1725
1725
1725
1725

9.55
14.00
3.86
5.45
32.87

4.48
6.40
2.63
3.20
14.82

8
12
3
4
27

72
108
27
36
243

Person
Property
Drug/Alcohol
Status
Total Delinquency

1625
1620
1622
1616
1606

8.81
13.24
4.79
6.63
33.45

1.70
2.88
3.16
3.72
9.00

8
12
3
4
27

28
49
25
24
114

Single Mother
Single Father
Intact
Mother/Stepfather
Father/Stepmother
Other

1683
1683
1683
1683
1683
1683

.16
.01
.70
.08
.02
.03

.36
.12
.46
.26
.14
.18

0
0
0
0
0
0

Support
Additional support from other relatives/adults

1683

.30

.46

0

1

Involvement
Monitoring
Discipline
Parental Abuse rate

1649
1318
1680
1719

6.67
11.63
2.43
.38

2.35
2.53
.77
8.92

3
3
0
0

12
15
3
365

Male
Black
Age
Family Income scale

1725
1725
1725
1617

.53
.15
13.87
4.16

.50
.36
1.95
2.31

0
0
11
1

1
1
17
10

1978

Family Structure

Parenting Practices

Demographics
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Family Structure. The family structure variables come from both the
adolescent and parent interviews during Wave I. Family structure variables
include information regarding marital status (single, married, divorced, separated,
other), and several dichotomous variables identifying who lives in the household
(mother, stepmother/foster mother, father, stepfather/foster father, other
relatives, other adults). These dichotomous variables are coded using "0" for no
and " 1 " for yes. I also recode the marital status variable to reflect "0" for not
married and " 1 " for married.
Each adolescent is placed into 1 of 6 family structure types. To
accomplish this task I create six new dichotomous family structure variables
which are all coded "0" for no and " 1 " for yes: single mother, single father, intact,
mother/stepfather, father/stepmother, and other. The "other" category represents
adolescents who do not fall into any of the other 5 categories. This includes
adolescents who are being raised by other relatives/adults only and neither their
biological parents nor stepparents are living in the household. Examples of this
type of family structure are if the adolescent is being raised by only his or her
grandparent(s) or an aunt and neither of the parents is present. These
dichotomous family structure variables are created using the variables identifying
who lives in the household and the marital status variable. From the new
dichotomous family structure variables I also create a new family structure
variable categorizing adolescents into 4 family structure types: intact, single
parent, parent/stepparent, and other. This new variable is used to examine the
first hypothesis regarding family structure and delinquency.
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Extended Family. To determine the influence of extended family members
living within the household I create a new dichotomous variable (support) to
compare families with additional relatives or adults living in the household and
families without additional relatives or adults living in the household. If an
adolescent comes from a single mother, single father, intact, mother/stepfather,
or a father/stepmother family and there is an additional relative or adult (i.e. a
grandmother or an aunt) living in the household, that family has support.
However if an adolescent comes from any one of those family structures and
there is not an additional relative or adult present, that family does not have
support. For an adolescent who falls into the "other" family structure category to
be considered a family with support, the parent/guardian respondent must have
answered yes when asked if other relatives live in the household and yes when
asked if other adults lived in the household. If the answer to one of these
questions was no, then adolescents in the "other" category do not have support.
The support variable is coded in this way for the "other" family structure category
because the NYS does not inquire as to how many other relatives or adults are
living in the household.
The support variable is coded using "0" for no support and " 1 " for support.
I also create an interaction variable (single mother x African American) that is
used for comparing delinquency between African American adolescents living in
single mother families with support and African American adolescents living in
single mother families without support.
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Parenting. The parenting variables include data from a series of questions
regarding parental involvement with the adolescent, parental monitoring, and
parental discipline. I create three scales from these series of questions. The
parental involvement scale includes* three questions to adolescents regarding
how often their parents are involved in their school, the community, and with their
friends (1= almost never, 2= sometimes, 3= often, 4= almost always). The
parental monitoring scale includes three questions to parents about how many of
their child's friends they know, how many of their child's friends have they invited
to their home, and how many parents of their child's friends do they know (1 =
none, 2= a few, 3= some, 4= most, 5= all).
The parental discipline scale includes questions to parents regarding the
inductiveness of their discipline. Inductive discipline is defined as discussing the
problem behavior and consequences with the adolescent, whereas non-inductive
discipline is defined as simply taking away privileges, yelling or hitting the
adolescent. The variables included in the parental discipline scale are coded
using "0" for non-inductive discipline and " 1 " for inductive discipline. I also include
a control variable regarding adolescent reports of abuse by their mother or father.
The small number of questions involved in each of these measures should be
taken into account when interpreting results involving parenting practices. Table
1 outlines descriptive statistics for all of the independent variables.
Statistical Analysis
The first set of analyses examines the relationship between four different
family structures (intact, single parent, parent/stepparent, and other) and the five
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adolescent delinquency scales (crimes against persons, property crimes,
drug/alcohol offenses, property offenses, and total delinquency). This relationship
is examined at two time periods using both the 1976 delinquency rates and the
1978 delinquency rates to determine if the results will remain consistent over
time. The analysis is conducted by running five one-way analyses of variance for
the 1976 delinquency scales and five one-way analyses of variance (ANOVA) for
the 1978 delinquency scales. I combine single mother and single father into one
group, and mother/stepfather and father/stepmother into one group for these
analyses rather than using the six family structure groups as it may be easier to
infer from the ANOVA results where the differences might lie when comparing 4
groups rather than when comparing 6 groups.
The next set of analyses examines whether parenting practices have a
mediating effect on the relationship between family structure and adolescent
delinquency rates for each of the delinquency scales. In addition these analyses
also examine whether the presence of extended family members living in the
household decreases the association between African American adolescents
from single mother families and each type of delinquency. This is conducted by
performing a 6-model hierarchical multiple regression analysis for each
delinquency scale. Prior to performing these analyses I took the natural log of
each of the delinquency measures due to the fact that the measures were
positively skewed and did not follow the normal curve, which is an assumption of
multiple regression analysis. The natural log of each delinquency measure is
used as the dependent variable in each of the multiple regression analyses.
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CHAPTER III

RESULTS

Crimes Against Persons
One-way ANOVA results, as seen in Table 2, regarding crimes against
person measures from both 1976 and 1978 reveal that there is a significant
relationship between family structure and crimes against persons (Fi 976 (3,
1679)= 3.47, p<.05; F1978(3, 1595)= 5.98, p<.001). The results reveal that the
mean frequencies of crimes against persons are higher in non-intact families
than in intact families (see Table 2), thereby showing support for the first
hypothesis. The specific statement regarding single parent families being
associated with the highest rates of delinquency is not supported during either
year. The highest rates of crimes against persons are displayed by adolescents
in the "other" family structure type during both years, although this type of
analysis does not reveal if this rate is statistically different from that of the single
parent crimes against person rate.
A 6-model hierarchical multiple regression analysis was conducted to
examine both the second and third hypotheses using 1978 crimes against
persons (natural log) as the dependent variable. The results of this analysis are
presented in Table 3. Each of the 6 overall models are significant (FM1 (5, 1593)=
4.693, p<.001; FM2 (9, 1524)= 17.014, p<.001; FM3 (10, 1523)= 35.198, p<.001;
FM4 (14, 1128)= 27.602, p<.001; FM5 (15, 764)= 17.364, p<.001; FM6 (14, 348)=
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1976
1978

Total Delinquency

1978

Status Offenses
1976

1978

12.93
8.16

3.52

6.33
31.98
32.75

2.84

2.93

2.15

5.20

4.59

3.65

2.61

13.16

1978

Drug/Alcohol Offenses
1976

5.68

1.51

13.79

8.70

3.98

1976

Property Crimes

1978

9.35

S.D.

35.45
35.90

7.82

6.08

5.35

4.46

13.61

14.87

9.10

10.03

Mean

19.88
10.88

32.29
33.26

6.47

4.22

9.01
8.86

3.66

2.89

3.23

4.78
5.34

2.64

3.00

2.60

1.95

2.88

S.D.

3.72

12.99
•

13.52

8.99

9.71

Mean

3.91

3.59

3.64

3.60

8.66

2.12

5.62

S.D.

M1978) = 266

M1978) ••
= 1108
Mean

A/(1976) == 162

A/(1976) = 287

A/(1976):= 1176
M1978):= 151

Parent/Stepparent

Single Parent

Intact

36.84
34.53

6.65

6.52

5.18

4.24

13.44
*

15.31

9.25

10.78

Mean

28.78
11.58

3.61

5.16

4.09

3.73

3.64

12.87

2.17

8.67

S.D.

M1978) = 55

A/(1976) = 58

Other

Mean Frequency of Delinquency by type of Family Structure

5.72 (.001)
9.33 (.000)

11.95 (.000)

8.50 (.000)

4.63 (.003)

8.26 (.000)

2.26 (.079)

3.26 (.021)

5.98 (.000)

3.47 (.016)

Ffp;

The Bivariate Relationship Between Family Structure and Delinquency: One-Way
Analyses of Variance

Crimes Against Persons
1976

Table 2.

N3
CD

.052 (.021)*

-.019 (.026)

-.002 (.002)

-.003 (.002)

Age

Family Income (1976)

.044 (.042)
.182
1534

.086
1534

.011
1599

N

1143

.246

780

.240

363

.253

1.637 (.115)***

.004 (.010)

This variable is not included in Model 6 as there are no adolescents from this family structure who have support from an additional relative or adult.
*p<05; **p<.01; ***p<001 (two-tailed tests).
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Constant

Adjusted R square

1.503 (.083)***

.020 (.039)
1.765 (.043)***

2.226 (.028)***

2.153 (.004)***

1.553 (.067)***

.018 (.010)

Single Mother x African American

.010 (.005)

.009 (.006)

.007 (.005)
.011 (.005)*

Parental Discipline

Abuse by Parent

.002 (.003)
-.001 (.002)

-.005 (.003)

-.001 (.002)
-.002 (.001)

.322 (.040)***

-.012 (.004)**
-.004 (.004)

-.0006 (.002)

.335 (.028)***

-.004 (.002)

-.006 (.003)*

-.061 (.029)*

.041 (.014)**

-.021 (.057)

-.025 (.036)

-.004 (.045)

Parental Monitoring

.328 (.023)***

-.004 (.002)*

-.008 (.002)***

.054 (.010)***
-.005 (.021)

.050 (.008)***

.017 (.029)

-.049 (.034)

.020 (.017)

-.009 (.054)

-.015 (.014)

-.038 (.029)
.024 (.028)

.015 (.015)

-.012 (.034)

.022 (.022)

Model 6- Support
Coefficients. E.I

Parental Involvement

.211 (.016)***

-.007 (.002)***

-.007 (.002)***

Black

1976 Crimes Against Persons

-.021 (.011)

.079 (.007)***
-.023 (.011)*

Male

.058 (.007)***

-.014 (.028)

Father/Stepmother

Other8

.020 (.013)
.032 (.020)

-.020 (.027)

.036 (.014)*
.044 (.021)*

.008 (.031)
.028 (.014)*

.002 (.032)

Single Father
Mother/Stepfather

.009 (.030)

Crimes Against Persons 1978 (natural log)
Model 3
Model 4
Model 5- No Support
Coefficient (S. E l
Coefficient (S.E.) Coefficient fS.F1 Coefficient fS.F1
.037 (.011)**
.026 (.011)*
.015 (.013)
.004 (.019)
Model 2

.040 (.011 )***

Model 1
Coefficient (S.E1

Determining Which Factors Mediate or Moderate the Relationship between Non-Intact Families and
Crimes Against Persons: Hierarchical Multiple Regression Analysis

Single Mother

Table 3.

9.768, p<.001). Model 1 examines the relationship between five non-intact family
structures and crimes against person rates using intact families as the
comparison group. In this model single mother families, mother/stepfather
families and the "other" family category are significantly associated with an
increase in crimes against persons in comparison to intact families (see Table 3).
Model 2 examines the same relationship in model 1 while controlling for
demographic variables. Single mother families, mother/stepfather families and
"other" family types remain significantly associated with crimes against persons
in this model. Model 3 adds another control variable in addition to the family
structure variables and the demographic variables. This model takes into account
prior involvement in crimes against persons from the 1976 rates. When
controlling for this variable, single mother families are still significantly associated
with crimes against persons, however mother/stepfather families and "other"
family types are no longer significantly associated with crimes against persons
(see Table 3).
Model 4 examines the second hypothesis regarding whether or not three
different types of parenting practices (involvement, monitoring, and inductive
discipline) mediate the relationship between family structure and crimes against
persons. A parental abuse variable is also included as a control for the parental
discipline variable. None of the 3 types of parenting practices are significantly
associated with crimes against persons; however abuse by a parent is
significantly associated with an increase in crimes against persons (See Table 3).
Single mother families are no longer significantly associated with crimes against
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persons in this model, which suggests that the relationship between single
mother families and crimes against persons may be mediated by parental abuse.
Models 5 and 6 examine the final hypothesis that the presence of an
extended family member(s) or a secondary caregiver in the household will
moderate the relationship between single mother families and adolescent
delinquency especially for African American adolescents. The interaction of
single mother families with African American adolescents is added in these two
models. Model 5 analyzes families without support from another relative or adult
living in the household, while model 6 analyzes families with support from
another relative or adult living in the household.
Model 6 reveals that under conditions where there is support present
African American adolescents are significantly associated with lower crimes
against person rates than other races. This is not the case when there is no
support present as indicated by model 5. The interaction term examined is not
significantly associated with crimes against persons in either model (see Table
3). Aiken and West (1991) caution that variables should be standardized prior to
combining them in interactions for use in multiple regression analyses. However
in the case of the above mentioned interaction, the variables are all dichotomous
and therefore do not require standardization.
Property Crimes
The results from the one-way ANOVA in Table 2 reveal that there is a
significant relationship between family structure and 1976 property crimes (F1976
(3, 1679)= 3.26, p<.05), however for 1978 property crimes there is no significant
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difference between the family structure types (Fi978(3, 1590)= 2.26, p=.079). The
mean frequencies of property crimes for 1976 are highest for adolescents in the
"other" family structure type followed by single parents, and then intact families,
and lastly parent/stepparents (see Table 2). Therefore this does not fully support
the first hypothesis because property crimes are higher in the intact families than
in the parent/stepparent families. However it cannot be determined from this
analysis if the difference between these two particular groups is statistically
significant.
A 6-model hierarchical regression analysis was conducted to examine
both the second and third hypotheses with regards to 1978 property crimes
(natural log). The results of this analysis are presented in Table 4. The same 6
models from the prior multiple regression analysis performed with crimes against
persons (as seen in Table 3) are used in this analysis. The only difference is that
the dependent variable is property crimes. Each of the 6 overall models are
significant (FMi (5, 1588)= 2.402, p<.05; FM2 (9, 1519)= 10.081, p<.001; FM3 (10,
1518)= 41.711, p<.001; FM4 (14, 1125)= 32.299, p<.001; FM5 (15, 763)= 20.329,
p<.001; FM6 (14, 346)= 11.992, p<.001).
Model 1 reveals that single mother families are significantly associated
with an increase in property crimes in comparison to intact families (See Table
4). Models 2 and 3 suggest that the relationship observed in model 1 between
single mother families and property crimes remains significant when controlling
for demographic factors and prior involvement in property crimes.
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co

CO

2.574 (.031)***
1529

1594

N

779

1140

361

.299

.271
.278

.210
1529

1.617 (.128)***
1.500 (.100)***

1.564 (.078)***
1.843 (.050)***

-.044 (.048)

-.002 (.041)

This variable is not included in Model 6 as there are no adolescents from this family structure who have support from an additional relative or adult.
*p<.05; **p<01; ***p<001 (two-tailedtests).

3

.051

.004

Adjusted R square

Constant

Single Mother x African American

.005 (.006)
.010 (.011)

.006 (.005)

Abuse by Parent

-.007 (.011)

.006 (.007)
.002 (.006)

Parental Discipline

-.0008 (.004)
-.0001 (.003)

-.003 (.002)

-.004 (.002)

-.003 (.002)

-.002 (.002)

Parental Involvement

.414 (.039)***

-.007 (.004)

.003 (.002)

Parental Monitoring

-.0003 (.002)

-.006 (.004)

-.014 (.032)

.023 (.016)

-.013 (.064)

-.073 (.040)

-.023 (.051)

.040 (.025)

Model 6- Support
Coefficient rs. E l

-.006 (.003)*

-.034 (.022)

.040 (.011)***

.002 (.031)

-.052 (.036)

.004 (.018)

.454 (.031)***

.293 (.017)***

-.007 (.002)**

-.032 (.015)*

.036 (.009)***

.006 (.030)

-.039 (.031)

-.007 (.016)

.432 (.024)***

2.563 (.005)***

.002 (.002)

Family Income (1976)

.001 (.002)

-.005 (.002)*

-.004 (.002)

1976 Property Crimes

-.036 (.011)**

-.050 (.012)***

.044 (.007)***

.015 (.021)

-.041 (.027)

Black

.032 (.023)

-.046 (.030)

Age

.012 (.022)

-.002 (.014)

.063 (.008)***

-.041 (.030)

Father/Stepmother

Other3

-.0006 (.015)

Male

-.006 (.015)

Property Crimes 1978 (natural log)
Model 1
Model 2
Model 3
Model 4
Model 5- No Support
Coefficient (S.E1 Coefficient (S.E.1 Coefficient (S.E.^ Coefficient (S.E,)
Coefficient (S.E,)
.030
(.012)**
.025
(.014)
.018 (.019)
.052
(.013)***
.032 (.011)**
-.004 (.034)
-.021 (.031)
-.034 (.037)
-.027 (.056)
-.031 (.035)

Determining Which Factors Mediate or Moderate the Relationship between Non-Intact Families and
Property Crimes: Hierarchical Multiple Regression Analysis

Mother/Stepfather

Single Father

Single Mother

Table 4.

Model 4 reveals that none of the parenting variables are significantly
associated with property crimes. Also in this model single mother families are no
longer significantly associated with an increase in property crimes in comparison
to intact families. Models 5 and 6 suggest that the interaction of single mother
families and African American adolescents is not significantly associated with
property crimes regardless of whether or not support is present (see Table 4).
Drug/Alcohol Offenses
The one-way ANOVA results in Table 2 regarding drug/alcohol offenses
from both 1976 and 1978 reveal that there is a significant relationship between
family structure and drug/alcohol offenses (Fi976(3, 1679)= 8.26, p<.001; Fi97s(3,
1592)= 4.63, p<.01). The results of this analysis show support for the first
hypothesis in that the mean frequencies of drug/alcohol offenses are greater in
non-intact families than in intact families, with the highest rate of delinquency
occurring in single parent families (see Table 2).
A 6-model hierarchical regression analysis was conducted to examine
both the second and third hypotheses with regards to 1978 drug/alcohol offenses
(natural log). The results of this analysis are presented in Table 5. The same 6
models from the prior multiple regression analyses are used in this analysis. The
only difference is that the dependent variable is drug/alcohol offenses. Each of
the 6 overall models are significant (FMi (5, 1590)= 3.422, p<.01; FM2 (9, 1520)=
27.060, p<.001; FM3 (10, 1519)= 74.043, p<.001; Fm (14, 1126)= 49.075, p<.001;
FM5 (15, 763)= 32.478, p<001; FM6 (14, 347)= 16.379, p<.001).
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en

CO

-.127 (.091)
.066 (.067)

Mother/Stepfather

Fathe r/Stepmother

.038 (.008)***

.133

.008
1596

Adjusted R square

N

.378
779

.371
1141

362

.374

.484 (.230)*

-.116 (.135)
.159 (.147)

-.044 (.110)
.323

.302 (.122)*
1530

-.022 (.078)

This variable is not included in Model 6 as there are no adolescents from this family structure who have support from an additional relative or adult.
*p<.05; **p<.01; ***p<001 (two-tailedtests).
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1530

.223 (.087)*

Constant

1.393 (.014)***

Single Mother x African American

.008 (.031)
-.013 (.016)

-.004 (.015)
-.003 (.014)

Parental Discipline

.005 (.008)

-.027 (.010)**

.043 (.028)

-.008 (.005)

-.005 (.004)

Parental Monitoring

.632 (.058)***

-.013 (.011)

.019(.012)

-.059 (.091)

.080 (.043)

.160 (.182)

.262 (.115)*

-.004 (.146)

.078 (.071)

-.002 (.018)

-.019 (.006)**

-.021 (.005)***

Parental Involvement

Abuse by Parent

.700 (.046)***

.016 (.007)*

.679 (.036)***

.614 (.030)***

.009 (.005)

Family Income (1976)

1976 Drug/Alcohol Offenses

.030 (.007)***
.007 (.006)

.041 (.006)***

.076 (.006)***
.012 (.006)*

Age

.098 (.028)**
-.049 (.059)

.099 (.023)***

.015 (.083)

-.214 (.095)*

.035 (.049)

.010(.151)

.087 (.053)

-.079 (.040)*

-.079 (.031)*

.126 (.023)***

.042 (.081)

-.116 (.085)

.076 (.045)

-.129 (.035)***

.096 (.021)***

.074 (.038)
-.036 (.102)

Black

.073 (.058)

-.099 (.075)

.130 (.065)*

-.120 (.085)

.077 (.039)

.002 (.088)

.103 (.032)**

Drug/Alcohol Offenses 1978 (natural log)
Model 4
Model 3
Model 5- No Support Model 6- Support
Coefficient (S.E.I Coefficient (S.E.)
Coefficient f S . E I
Coefficient (S.E.)

Male

Other3

.194 (.099)

.053 (.046)

Single Father
.109 (.044)*

.196 (.036)***

.116 (.034)**
.156 (.104)

Model 2
Coefficient (S.E.)

Model 1
Coefficient (S.E.)

Determining Which Factors Mediate or Moderate the Relationship between Non-intact Families and
Drug/Alcohol Offenses: Hierarchical Multiple Regression Analysis

Single Mother

Table 5.

Model 1 reveals that single mother families are significantly associated
with an increase in drug/alcohol offenses in comparison to intact families (See
Table 5). In Model 2 single mother families are still significantly associated with
drug/alcohol offenses when controlling for demographic variables. In addition, in
this model, mother/stepfather families and the "other" family category are
significantly associated with an increase in drug/alcohol offenses in comparison
to intact families. Model 3 suggests that the relationship between single mother
families and drug/alcohol offenses remains significant when controlling for prior
involvement in drug/alcohol offenses. However mother/stepfather families and
"other" families are no longer significantly associated with drug/alcohol offenses
in this model.
Model 4 reveals that parental involvement is significantly associated with a
decrease in drug/alcohol offenses (see Table 5). Single mother families are no
longer significantly associated with drug/alcohol offenses in this model, which
suggests that parental involvement may mediate the relationship between single
mother families and drug/alcohol offenses. Models 5 and 6 reveal that the
interaction of single mother families and African American adolescents is not
significantly associated with drug/alcohol offenses regardless of whether or not
support is present. Model 5 suggests that under the condition of "no support"
father/stepmother families are significantly associated with a decrease in
drug/alcohol offenses in comparison to intact families. In model 6, under the
condition of "support" mother/stepfather families are significantly associated with
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an increase in drug/alcohol offenses in comparison to intact families (see Table
5).
Status Offenses
The one-way ANOVA results in Table 2 regarding status offenses from
both 1976 and 1978 revealed that there is a significant relationship between
family structure and status offenses (F1976 (3,1679)= 8.50, p<.001; Fi978 (3,
1586)= 11.95, p<.001). The results for both years reveal some support for the
first hypothesis in that the mean frequencies of status offenses are higher in nonintact families than in intact families. However the group with the highest mean
frequency was not the same for both years. For 1976 the "other" family structure
type displayed the highest rate of status offenses, whereas for 1978, single
parent families displayed the highest rate of status offenses. However as stated
previously it cannot be determined from this analysis if the difference between
these two particular groups is statistically significant (see Table 2).
A 6-model hierarchical regression analysis was conducted to examine
both the second and third hypotheses with regards to 1978 status offenses
(natural log). The results of this analysis are presented in Table 6. The same 6
models from the prior multiple regression analyses are used in this analysis. The
only difference is that the dependent variable is status offenses. Each of the 6
overall models are significant (FMi (5, 1584)= 8.664, p<.001; FM2 (9, 1514)=
60.696, P < . 0 0 1 ; F M 3 (10, 1513)= 94.650, p<.001; FM4 (14, 1118)= 60.145, p<.001;
FM5 (15, 760)= 41.002, p<.001; FM6 (14, 342)= 17.855, p<.001).
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oo

.038 (.043)
-.071 (.084)
.047 (.062)

Single Father

Mother/Stepfather

Father/Stepmother

Other3

.031 (.099)
.422
1133

.381
1524

.170 (.076)*
.261
1524

.024
1590

Adjusted R square

N

776

.436

.002 (.008)

357

.399

.151 (.216)

-.026 (.029)

This variable is not included in Model 6 as there are no adolescents from this family structure who have support from an additional relative or adult.
*p<05; **p<.01; ***p<001 (two-tailed tests).

a

Constant

1.735 (.013)***

Single Mother x African American

-.075 (.135)

.061 (.025)*

.032 (.012)**

Abuse by Pa rent

.024 (.113)

.008 (.016)

-.102 (.071)

.027 (.015)
-.160 (.124)

-.012 (.005)*
-.003 (.014)

-.003 (.009)
-.009 (.004)*

1976 Status Offenses

.598 (.063)***

-.008 (.010)

Parental Discipline

.474 (.028)***

.021 (.006)***

-.0008 (.083)
.050 (.012)***

Parental Monitoring

.013 (.005)*

.013 (.004)**

.079 (.007)***

-.040 (.052)

.474 (.042)***

.068 (.006)***

.070 (.005)***

.148 (.040)***

-.008 (.006)

.013 (.005)*

Family Income (1976)

-.041 (.036)

-.017 (.028)

.149 (.025)***

-.104 (.167)

.510 (.035)***

.103 (.005)***

.154 (.021)***

.130 (.018)***

-.023 (.074)

-.133 (.085)

.063 (.106)

.356 (.132)**

.118 (.066)

Model 6- Support
Coefficient (S.F.)

-.007 (.005)

-.044 (.031)

Black

Age

-.031 (.073)

-.111 (.076)

.065 (.044)

.063 (.041)

.206 (.047)***
.215 (.135)

.173 (.035)***

Coefficient (S.E.).

Model 5- No Support

.261 (.091)**

-.075 (.067)
-.004 (.052)

.058 (.035)

.224 (.078)**

.168 (.029)***

Status Offenses 1978 (natural log)
Model 3
Model 4
Coefficient (S.E.) Coefficient (S.E.)

Parental Involvement

.160 (.020)***

Male

-.067 (.073)
.071 (.057)

.086 (.038)*

.239 (.031)***
.269 (.085)**

.291 (.096)**

Single Mother

Model 2
Coefficient (S.E.)

Determining Which Factors Mediate or Moderate the Relationship between Non-Intact Families and
Status Offenses: Hierarchical Multiple Regression Analysis

Model 1
Coefficient (S.E.)
.185 (.032)***

Table 6.

Model 1 reveals that single mother families and single father families are
significantly associated with an increase in status offenses in comparison to
intact families (see Table 6). Models 2 and 3 suggest that the relationships
observed in model 1 between single mother families and status offenses and
between single father families and status offenses remain significant when
controlling for demographic factors and prior involvement in status offenses. In
addition, in model 2, mother/stepfather families are significantly associated with
an increase in status offenses in comparison to intact families, but this
association is not significant when controlling for prior involvement in status
offenses.
Model 4 reveals that parental monitoring is significantly associated with a
decrease in status offenses (see Table 6); however this factor does not mediate
the relationship between single mother families and status offenses or between
single father families and status offenses. Single mother families and single
father families are still significantly associated with status offenses in this model
and the degree by which status offenses increase in these family structure types
is higher than that in the previous model.
Models 5 and 6 reveal that the interaction of single mother families and
African American adolescents is not significantly associated with status offenses
regardless of whether or not support is present. Single mother families remain
significantly associated with status offenses under conditions of "no support",
while under conditions of support; single mother families are no longer
significantly associated with status offenses. Single father families are no longer
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significantly associated with status offenses in model 5; whereas this family type
is still significantly associated with status offenses in model 6 (see Table 6).
Total Delinquency
The one-way ANOVA results in Table 2 regarding total delinquency from
both 1976 and 1978 reveal that there is a significant relationship between family
structure and total delinquency (Fi 976 (3, 1679)= 5.72, p<.01; F1978 (3, 1576)=
9.33, p<.001). The results reveal that the mean frequencies of total delinquency
are higher in non-intact families than in intact families (see Table 2), thereby
showing support for the first hypothesis. The mean frequencies of total
delinquency in 1976 are highest in the "other" family structure, whereas the mean
frequencies of total delinquency in 1978 are highest in single parent families.
A 6-model hierarchical regression analysis was conducted to examine
both the second and third hypotheses with regards to 1978 total delinquency
(natural log). The results of this analysis are presented in Table 7. The same 6
models from the prior multiple regression analyses are used in this analysis. The
only difference is that the dependent variable is total delinquency. Each of the 6
overall models are significant (Fm (5, 1574)= 6.901, p<.001; FM2 (9, 1506)=
33.948, p<.001; FM3 (10, 1505)= 81.287, p<.001; Fm (14, 1114)= 64.630, p<.001;
FM5 (15, 758)= 43.864, p<.001; Fm (14, 340)= 19.735, p<.001).
Model 1 reveals that single mother families are significantly associated
with an increase in total delinquency in comparison to intact families (see Table
7). Models 2 and 3 suggest that the relationship observed in model 1 between
single mother families and total delinquency remains significant when controlling
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.091 (.044)*
.046 (.020)*

.077 (.047)
.028 (.021)
-.053 (.041)
.040 (.030)

Single Father
Mother/Stepfather

Father/Stepmother

Other3

.005 (.003)

-.043 (.058)

.012 (.048)
.346

.164
1516

.018
1580

Adjusted R square

N

.441
1129

1.403 (.182)***
.426
355

1.088 (.131)***
.454
774

This variable is not included in Model 6 as there are no adolescents from this family structure who have support from an additional relative or adult.
*p<05; **p<.01; ***p<001 (two-tailed tests).

a

1516

1.677 (.072)***

2.964 (.039)***

3.465 (.006)***

Constant

1.229 (.106)***

.009 (.007)

Single Mother x African American

-.003 (.013)

.008 (.008)
.017 (.012)

.004 (.007)
.009 (.006)

Parental Discipline

Abuse by Parent

-.004 (.004)
-.0004 (.004)

-.005 (.002)*

-.005 (.003)

.571 (.047)***
-.004 (.002)*

.619 (.035)***
-.005 (.002)*

.595 (.028)***

-.008 (.005)

.011 (.005)*

-.047 (.039)

.049 (.019)*

.009 (.077)

.023 (.049)

.073 (.062)

.054 (.031)

Parental Monitoring

.417 (.020)***

.008 (.003)**

.020 (.003)***

-.029 (.025)

.069 (.012)***

-.017 (.036)

-.094 (.041)*

.023 (.021)

.038 (.065)

.056 (.023)*

Model 6- Support
Coefficient (S.E.'*

Parental Involvement

1976 Total Delinquency

Family Income (1976)

.003 (.002)

.016 (.003)***

.021 (.002)***

.031 (.003)***

Age
.005 (.002)*

.065 (.010)***
-.039 (.017)*

.071 (.009)***
-.039 (.014)**

.103 (.010)***
-.058 (.016)***

-.008 (.035)

-.062 (.036)

.025 (.019)

.041 (.043)

.057 (.017)**

Black

.024 (.026)

-.050 (.033)

.032 (.017)

.055 (.039)

.073 (.014)***

Total Delinquency 1978 (natural log)
Model 3
Model 4
Model 5- No Support
Coefficient (S.E.) Coefficient (S.E.)
Coefficient IS.E.)

Male

.061 (.029)*

-.055 (.038)

.114 (.016)***

Model 2
Coefficient (S.E.)

.082 (.015)***

Model 1
Coefficient (S.E.)

Determining Which Factors Mediate or Moderate the Relationship between Non-Intact Families and
Overall Delinquency: Hierarchical Multiple Regression Analysis

Single Mother

Table 7.

for demographic factors and prior involvement in total delinquency. In addition, in
model 2, single father families, mother/stepfather families, and the "other" family
category are significantly associated with an increase in total delinquency in
comparison to intact families, but these associations are not significant when
controlling for prior involvement in total delinquency.
Model 4 suggests that parental involvement and parental monitoring are
both significantly associated with a decrease in total delinquency. Single mother
families are still significantly associated with total delinquency; however both the
level of significance and the degree by which total delinquency increases in
single mother families is lesser in this model than in the previous model. This
suggests that either parental involvement or monitoring or both may partially
mediate the relationship between single mother families and total delinquency
(see Table 7).
Models 5 and 6 reveal that the interaction of single mother families and
African American adolescents is not significantly associated with total
delinquency regardless of whether or not support is present. Single mother
families remain significantly associated with total delinquency under conditions of
"no support", while under conditions of support, single mother families are no
longer significantly associated with total delinquency. Model 5 suggests that
under the condition of "no support" father/stepmother families are significantly
associated with a decrease in total delinquency in comparison to intact families
(see Table 7).
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CHAPTER IV

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION

Prior research regarding family structure and delinquency suggests that
there is a relationship between the two, although there are a few conflicting
results regarding what types of family structure are related to higher levels of
delinquency. The majority of prior research indicates that non-intact families are
associated with higher delinquency than intact families and that single parent
families are particularly associated with higher levels of delinquency than intact
families. The present research is consistent with prior research in that bivariate
analyses reveal that family structure has a significant relationship with all five
delinquency types: crimes against persons, property crimes, drug/alcohol
offenses, status offenses, and total delinquency. In particular non-intact families
display higher levels of delinquency than intact families with one exception.
Parent/stepparent families display lower property crime rates than intact families.
This was consistent across both years examined.
The present study included a family structure type that was not often seen
in prior research. Families without either of the biological parents present and
where the children are being raised by other relatives or adults were included in
the analysis. With the addition of this family structure type, single parent
(biological) families are not always the group with the highest delinquency levels.
Single parent families are associated with the highest drug/alcohol offense rates
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across both years. The "other" family structure type is associated with the highest
crimes against person rates across both years. For property crimes, status
offenses, and total delinquency the highest delinquency rate for 1976 is
associated with the "other" family structure type, whereas for 1978 the highest
delinquency rate is associated with the single parent families. These results
reveal that single parent families are not always associated with higher rates of
delinquency than all other family structures. In addition the longitudinal analysis
revealed inconsistency in the levels of delinquency over time in that for property
crimes, status offenses, and total delinquency, the group with the highest mean
frequency of delinquency was not the same for both years examined as indicated
above.
Multivariate analyses reveal further information regarding the relationship
of certain family structures to adolescent delinquency. The present results reveal
that in comparison to intact families, single mother families are positively
associated with all 5 delinquency types even when controlling for demographic
factors and prior offending. When controlling for demographic factors
mother/stepfather families are positively associated with all delinquency types in
comparison to intact families, except property crimes. When controlling for prior
offending there is no longer a significant relationship between mother/stepfather
families and any of these types of delinquency. Single father families are
positively associated with status offenses and total delinquency in comparison to
intact families, when controlling for demographic factors. The association
between single father families and status offenses remains when controlling for
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prior offending, however this is not the case for the relationship between single
father families and total delinquency.
In comparison to intact families, father/stepmother families are negatively
associated with both drug/alcohol offenses and total delinquency, but only when
there is no extended family support in the household. This means that for these
family types there is a decrease in those types of delinquency in comparison to
intact families. The "other" family structure category is positively associated with
crimes against persons, drug/alcohol offenses, and total delinquency in
comparison to intact families, when controlling for demographic factors.
Prior research regarding the influences of family structure and parenting
on delinquency has resulted in inconsistent findings. Many studies tend to show
that parenting practices, such as supervision, monitoring, warmth and control,
may mediate the relationship between family structure and delinquency (Demuth
& Brown, 2004; Loeber et al., 2000; McArdle et al., 2002). However some
researchers do not believe that this is the case (Dunifon & Kowaleski-Jones,
2002). The present results show some support for parenting practices mediating
the relationship between family structure and delinquency in that parental
involvement may mediate the relationship between single mother families and
drug/alcohol offenses. In addition parental involvement and/or monitoring may
partially mediate the relationship between single mother families and total
delinquency.
Few studies have examined the influence of the presence of another
relative or adult living in the household on delinquency. Results from one of these
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studies reveal that the presence of a secondary caregiver is associated with a
decrease in conduct problems for African American adolescents (Simons et al.,
2006). Other researchers suggest that having an extended network of support,
particularly for African American adolescents, may be as beneficial as being in an
intact family (Cain & Combs-Orme, 2005).
The present results do not reveal any significant interactions with any type
of delinquency regarding African American adolescents from single mother
families with or without support. However there is evidence of a possible
interaction between support and African American adolescents in that African
American adolescents living in a family structure with additional support
displayed significantly lower crimes against person rates than adolescents of
other racial backgrounds. In addition there is evidence of a possible interaction
between support and single mother families. Single mother families without
support are significantly associated with an increase in both status offenses and
total delinquency in comparison to intact families. These associations are no
longer significant for single mother families with additional support.
Results regarding mother/stepfather families, father/stepmother families,
and single father families and their interaction with support suggest that having
support may not be beneficial for all family structure types. For instance,
father/stepmother families without support are negatively associated with both
drug/alcohol offenses and total delinquency in comparison to intact families.
Mother/stepfather families with support are positively associated with
drug/alcohol offenses in comparison to intact families, while this association was
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not significant for mother/stepfather families without support. Finally, while single
father families with support are positively associated with status offenses, single
father families without support are not significantly related to status offenses.
The measure used to examine extended support was somewhat limited in
that the NYS did not assess how many other relatives or other adults were living
in a given household, but only whether or not there were other relatives or adults
living in the household. This should be considered for future research in this
area. In addition it would be of interest to know the relationship of the additional
adult to the adolescent (i.e. grandmother, aunt, friend of parent, etc.).
There are several limitations of the present research that need to be
considered. First, the NYS uses self-report data which is often criticized for its
subjectivity among other things. However, Elliott and Ageton (1980) address
several of the concerns regarding prior self-report delinquency measures in the
construction of their new self-report delinquency measure. They use a more
representative set of delinquent acts based on the Uniform Crime Reports (UCR)
offenses. They avoided overlapping questionnaire items as much as possible.
The response set was expanded to allow for more discrimination at the higher
end of the delinquency spectrum. Also respondents were asked how many times
in a year they engaged in delinquent acts, which was then fit into a 9 point rating
scale. A recall period of a year was used when asking the delinquency questions
and this was also conducive to comparing the data to official UCR data.
Respondents were also guaranteed anonymity. In addition, the age, gender, and
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race of the individuals who chose not to participate were equally representative
to that of the respondents' age, gender, and race (Elliott & Ageton, 1980).
Another limitation is the quality of the parenting measures for the present
purpose. Due to the fact that the NYS data were not collected with regard to the
present study, the questions regarding parenting were limited and therefore did
not produce strong scales of measurement for parental involvement, monitoring
and discipline. In particular the parental discipline measures assessing the
inductiveness of parenting for this purpose were fairly weak in that they were
subjective and there were very few questions to address parental discipline style.
This may explain why there were no significant results regarding parental
discipline. A better assessment of parental discipline is needed for future
research in this area and may result in significant associations. The quality of
these measures should be considered when interpreting the results regarding
parenting practices mediating the relationship between family structure and
delinquency.
The age of this data is also a limitation as it dates back to three decades
prior. This may create problems in that there have most likely been norm
changes in parenting styles since this data was collected. For example, physical
discipline is not as widely condoned as it may have been thirty years ago. In
addition there is probably more variety in family structure types today than there
were in the 1970's, with the increase in cohabitation and civil unions. The
relationship between family structure and parenting practices may have changed
over time as well as certain family structures, such as single mother families,
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becoming more common. All of these concerns should be taken into
consideration when generalizing the findings of the present study to the
population. Also future research should address the increase in the variety of
family structures.
Other limitations suggest opportunities for future research. The present
study did not control for a number of factors that may have an influence on
adolescent delinquency, such as non-resident parent involvement, the
relationship between the parent and child, the occurrence of disruptive events or
changes in family structure (divorce, separation or death), and peer influences.
In addition this study did not take into account any changes in parenting styles
that may have taken place from 1976 to 1978 as the parenting data was taken
from only the first wave (1976) of the NYS.
The present research reaffirms the existence of the relationship between
family structure and delinquency, in that non-intact families tend to be associated
with higher delinquency than intact families. In particular single mother families
are associated with higher delinquency than intact families. There is also some
support for the theory that parenting practices may mediate the relationship
between single mother families and some types of delinquency. Finally it appears
that extended family support may have a moderating effect on the relationship
between African American adolescents and crimes against persons; and the
relationship between single mother families and both status offenses and total
delinquency. This result also suggests that extended family support should be
included in future research, especially with regard to African American
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adolescents and single mother families. In addition future research should
explore the possibility of support having different meanings for different types of
family structures due to the apparent benefits of "no support" for certain family
structures regarding certain types of delinquency as previously discussed.
The present findings have important implications for delinquency
prevention. If parenting practices are repeatedly shown to have a mediating
effect on the relationship between family structure and delinquency, then
parenting education should be made more readily available and attractive,
particularly for single mother families. In addition if research continues to suggest
that adolescents with extended support in the household benefit from that
support as compared to adolescents without support, this bolsters the importance
of creating extended social support networks for adolescents, particularly those
from single mother families. However, further research is needed for the
implications above due to the limitations discussed regarding the parenting
measures and also due to the few number of studies that have examined
extended family support and the limited amount of support for this theory.
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APPENDIX A
DELINQUENCY MEASURES

How many times in the last year have you.
Crimes Against Persons
Hit a teacher?
Hit a parent?
Hit other students?
Forced someone to have sex?
Strong-armed students?
Strong-armed teachers?
Strong-armed others?
Attacked someone?

Property Crimes
Damaged family properly?
Damaged school property?
Damaged other properly?
Stolen a motor vehicle?
Stolen something worth > $50?
Stolen something worth < $5?
Stolen something worth $5-$50?
Bought/sold stolen goods?
Stolen from family members?
Been joyriding?
Stolen from school?
Broken hto a building or vehicle?

Rating Scale
1 = Never
2 = Once or twice in the last year
3 = Once every 2 to 3 months
4 = Once a month
5 = Once every 2 to 3 weeks
6 = Once a week
7 = 2 to 3 times per week
8 = Once a day
9 = 2 to 3 times a day
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Drug/Alcohol Offenses
Sold marijuana?
Bought liquor?
Used marijuana?

Status Offenses
Run away?
Had sex?
Been drunk?
Skipped class?

